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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 




















HE TALE 
The composition Gilgamesh and sashortn 

ary Sumerian dealing wi Kish uk’s 
freedom from Kishite d T ent 
and thus might be supposed to shed light of h 
Early Dynastic period. 

According to the tale Akka, the ruler of Kish amesh, 
the lord of Uruk, with the demand that the Uruk amesh, 
determined to refuse Akka’s demand, appears b ne elders 
of his city to gain their nt to declare wan er 
reject his proposal, and Gilgamesh repeats it to the 
ble-bodied men’, of his city, They assent, appc military comman 
der), and declare war, The Kishite arr Uruk, and unable to initiat 
battle in the open Gilgame his attention from the city 
ate and enabling Enk ke Akka captive, In a 
long speech addressed to Ak sh expresses his indebtedness to Akka for 
helping him in the past. Akk w Gilgamesh’ superiority, ask: 



































Gilgamesh and Akka af iterary catalo Old B 
under the title Ii-kin: ncip mp ¢ 
lines only, is reconstructed fre senting nine manu 
them Old Babylonian, 

It became first known in 1935 when T: Fish pubi Xe manus. 
noted the existence of two furthe In 1936 M. Witzel publishe 
ragments. The first edition was published by S. N. Krame 949. 
ments, he was al ive an almost complete ruc 
from a transliteration and translation his edition al ned his inte 
and a philological commentary, as well as an appendix with philological notes by 
Th. Jacobsen, The publication dition and, six ater, of the translation 
and interpretation in ANET,* made the composition available to sch hose 
interested in the ancient Near East. 

F in c 

Kramer, 194 


























able-bodied n 
Birhurture’s meetin 
Akka 





































mained controver pntribu- 


al. Major © 


















































tions towards a better understanding of the text were made by Jacobsen’ in 1957 
nd by A. Falken 966. Bi olars solved a number of grammatical prob- 
f the relations between Gilgamesh and Akka. Jacobsen concentrated on the 
ivity of the assembli he text ce for reconstructing the devel 
pment of political in ns in Early Dynastic Sumer. Falkenstein treated the 
text from a purely philolog of view. He questioned its historicity on th 
ne hand, an fied the vague description of the war on the oth 

As some new fragmen een identified since 1949, a new edition of the 
text was published in 1980 R PRL ie gai ries 15 dew 
both containing collations, one by J. ( in 1981* and one by P. Michalowski in 
1982;" Jacobsen’s t was in 198 

Apart fron ic ust me quite a few contributions were 
made by differ rs seeking to clarify specific literary and grammatical pr 
lems. We shall refer to the diffe jeatments of the text in more detail in the 
Thematicall i 10 two oO sents the a 
tivity of Uruk’s ge tions, and one (lines 1-2, 40-114) describes 
the military ac nd the € ter between Gilgamesh and Akka, Form: 
each part is shaped as a ci hus the plot forms two concentric circles. The 
inner circle pertains to th Uruk ailgamesh’ appointmes 
as lugal (military commai and the outer circle treats the relations between 
Uruk and Kish and between Gilgamesh and Akka. The circular form of the second 
Part also serves as the framework of the composition and finds expression in the 
direction of Akka’s movements, starting from Kish towards Uruk and ending in his 
return from Uruk to Kish 

As much of Sume ht and Akka is characterized by parallel 





Iders and their answer parallels his speech to 
4; 18-29); the officer on the city wall and 
Gilgamesh on the city wall and Enkidu's 

















(0 highlight the 


urning points of ory we refer to th studies of Cooper, Vanstiphor 



























and Katz. The s ns on literary st © to establish 
the meaninj nd fe the truly historical elements from 
those due to literary elab 
One of the main chi stics of the tales about Gi Uru, i 

of legendary and mythical mater i ales with epica 
ualities and endows Gilgamesh, th : ions. Sch 
bout him, In respect to its litera Akka is structu 
as an epic tale, The pl $a ment of 
the episodes, while the end, Akka’ Uruk Kist r 
beginning, his moveme Kish tow ‘i in 
petween, The composition, b are 
The setting is narrow in scope ts act lik anes nd 
the > involvement of gods ¢ E jlosoph 
ical or moral implications. T nd A the shorte 
about Gilgamesh, but also th k i c 

The material of k h J foreign 
affairs of Sumerian city states. All the c J the 
Jeeds do not exceed normal h Gilgamesh an 0 unig 
among the Gilgamesh tal he rol ‘by G h: he is not 
only or central 

Two other men are introduced n important pat 
in the development of the plot. The first, Aka, is i id then equal 
in rank to Gilgamesh, The second, Birhurture, is inferior to Gilgamesh in rank, bul 
no less important in ty lines, one fourth of the composition, an 





devoted to Birhurture’s cc 














Even Enkidu who usually followes Gilgamesh in es is dep 
pete, Though titled “servant Urukean war b 

through the Kishite siege and took Akka captive. Thus he played a major par 
in bringing about the dramatic turn on the b while Gi h n 
the city wall radiating his godly splendour. Th c himself lack 
the mythical elements that characte His port ordinar 
human being creates the impression of au it . es C sh 
and Akka from the other G al 

Lacking mythical and legendary elements as was > 
document an historical event a b ce for the study of 


early Mesopotamian hi A closer look ory, bow 








reveals a measure of literary elaboration that casts doubt on its admissibility as an 

















n Kramer published his edition of the tale, the text was almost fully known 
and presented only some grammatical problems, Nevertheless its meaning was far 
from clear. Most of the difficulties are related to the descriptive style of the com: 
position, Firstly, the narrat cise and the narrator inconsistent in his iden: 
tification of the sp a passage that seems to be a monologue can, in fact, be 
a dialogue. Secondly, the text uses repetitions, parallelisms and formulas, which, 
although common devices of Sumerian literature, are not always easily identified 





ition, The plot 





The first problem is f 





narrative: what did the 
Al 








rs of Akka demand of Gilgamesh that would constitute a casu 








though it is not explicitly marked as such, Gi 


$-8) seems to contain Al 





To finish the well sh all the wells of the land, 
To finish 
To finish all the ? 
Let us not submit to the house of Kish...) 








Thi text (lines 11-14, 20-23), The main 





phe is repeated three times i 


or saying, indicates thi 
Nevertheless, si 


peated whenever ( 








no other line expresses Akka’s demand and the strophe is re 





nblies, itis likely that the formula 











was employed to expre hin In 1980 W.G. Lambert suggested that 
Akka’s demand, translated by him as ‘to drain dry the wells ... etc.’, meant that 
the citizens of Uruk would be compelled to become drawers of water unendingly 
and that in fact it denoted slavery. Since the of a formulaic expression 
(proverb or saying) into a poetical text only on a common ge 

eral meaning but also on subject matter, I suppose that Akka’s words do not just 
encode his demand that the Urukeans submit, but precisely that they ‘drain dry’ or 








phrase concerning the initiation of a war against Kish: 








it with we 











taken with re 


he position 








rd to resistance. Therefore 





the first sentence should be in the fe and the second in the affirmative. The 











phrase is repeated four times in the text: twice by Gilgamesh himself while ad 
ing the assemblies (lines 8, 23), once by the elders (line 14) and 
(line 29). Thus the aff and the ne tion 








should alternate with the s bu I eler 
tives and negatives are confused in most manuscripts and the phrase tends t¢ 
pear in one form throughout the text. The | Jer was established alread) 
Kramer in his first edition of the tex 
Another puzzling passage occurs at the begin e answer given by the 
assembled gurué (able-bodied men) to Gilgamesh (lines 25-28 


As they say: To st 
To protect the kin 
And to hold back the d 



































This passage ends in th 
the three line strophe which xpr 
his appendix to Kramer's edi tex 
these lines are a ‘common saw’. In fact this 
proverb collection," Its meaning, h rem: 
sembly,'* and we assume that they give express 

uru8, for the concluding phrase is an unequivocal rhetorical question formulatin; 
heir intention to challenge Aka. Struct the an 
wer of the elders interpr Akka’s demand and quoted ish hi 
on authority over Uruk (lines 9-13). Bo rs begin ¥ trop! 
strating the authority to mak nds, and. co sion concern 
ing the war. The elders consider Akka as authority, quote his demand and reject 
Gilgamesh’ proposal, whereas the ing their intention to 

Akka make manifest their own authority. Accordingly, th 1 Gilgamesh’ pr 
posal and appoint him luga 

A point of interest is the use of rb for rpose of demonstrating thi 
gurus’ authority in Uruk. Since Akka’s was found in a proverb collection 
aswell, the answer of the gurus is functionally p Akka's demand 
but also forma tis made of the same mater 
pha 1980 p. 185. Pr i ww v 





































































s another formula. Jacobsen maintained that th 
. gal, originally a temporary military com 

denoting th Attention should be called, howeve 

n the two preserved manuscripts for the second occurence 
nuscript h simply repeats the formula as it was the first 

time, b omits thi and ends the formula with ‘entrusted to you 
Since the x ace after the war had ended, and lugal is probably 
there is no fon, nominating a lugal. If this formula 
point knowledging an independent ruler. In 

fn ng lu; was probably added as was done in it 

T ft a 1¢ composition caused a dispute over the 
identity of k . ¢ line pment of the narrative 
terally, maintaine " d by Gilgan Falkenstein, consid: 
ring the developm h nd with Akka , thought that Akka 
pronounced the formula."” K s trans lies that he attributed the for 
ulty can when two other matters have been clarified 

who was vietorio (and how did he win this victory), and what were 





sition is ther tion of the war, A battle in 


ed by Birhurture to Aka (lin 














16-81) and repeated I he affirmati 4-99), but there is no indication 
as to how the Urukean hrough the gate The first step toward: 
the underst wha happened w Jacobsen, He rendered 
lines 81/9 

Akka, king of Kish, at his (place in f my, he took captive 
This render J now, explains both military activities 
and the final episod Akk ee 10 retu h 

F contribu le by Falkenstein,*! who was the first to appreci: 
ate the literary nature of th tive and use literary analysis to establish meaning 
and function of the two almost id ssages. He maintained that the first was a 
‘onditional irrealis, p series of rhetorical questions addressed by Birhurture 
» Akka and s battle ( 81), while the second, in the 
































affirmative, narrates the & the war as it happen 5 rendering c 
lines 81/99 was rejected by Falkenstein on grammatical gro ting these 
ines to the narrator and separating 0 scription of the battle, he 
translated line 8 
Agga, der Ké Kis, unterdrick! Zz Kriege 
nd line 91 
Gegeniiber Aga, dem Ki Ki Jriick Gilgamesh) 
seinem Zorn als Krie 
According to this translation Uruk did win the war . ken captive 
which conflicts with lin tin was set free. It is worth noting that 
other line can possibly allude to hi Recently Klein proposed a rendering 
slightly different from Jaca 
Agga, the king of Kish, tu ter-of-the-a 
This translation (and Klein’s cor ) h a ntextual 
problems concerning the question who won the w: 
‘One move in this war is not made explicit he Urukeat k th 
the siege, and how did they initiate a battle in the is question w 
by Heimpel” who suggested that Birhurture ie was a trick Jon Akka t 
{raw his attention from the cit Thus, while Bi aged Akka and 
his army, the Urukeans broke through a ked the Kishite Tricking 
»mmon literary device of Sumeri cs. It isn that 
in this story too the dramatic turning point consists of a trick 
The last major textual problem is found in the pisode of 0s 








tion (lines 100-114), The importane sin th narrate 
the confrontation between Gilgamesh and Akka and p hi re of their 
lations. The whole episode seems to consist nade by Gilgamesh 





Akka: first, he addresses him with a series of J official 















103), then he € s his gratitu he Akka h 

past (lines 104-106), Immediately after this follows th natio 

107-110). In view events th h r r 
Since Uruk won the war and since Akka is his pris would Gilgamesh nom 
inate Akka, or acknowle ship: w Gi haddn my 
lieutenant’ etc, and as his j or; and h h ations? 
Enki 





onsent to fight Kish. Although he held sition of en and was 








































fight, Gilgamesh is evidently horized to make the decis 
The elder proposal testifies to his weak s 
superiorit 

In view weakness implied by th »mposition, 
the last episod ambi The (02-106, cons Gilg 
address to Akka jicer an 1 tual relations 
the past; according to Gilgamesh, Akk . life. Conse 

ntly itis reasonable to assume that w dre with titles such 
3s ‘Akka, my lieutenant’, Gilgamesh was refe s Akka’s s 
dier and subordinate, A similar inter by Jacobsen, who at 
en thought that Gilgamesh was forced to flee Uruk and tak with Akk 
who later entrusted him w n-ship of Uruk Jacobsen's idea that 
Gilgamesh was Akk accords with the details examine 

A family relat an Ak re 
Enmebaragesi as Gilgamesh’ elder ticle publish 983 and di 
oted primarily to this p A. SI a mnebaragesl was 
en of Kish, whose main deity wa: It is ind ident that in h 
Kish, whose main god was male, the en ale, Sucha fen 1, wa 
not ni ly the ruler, and the E a Gi 
ly identical with the Enm in , Cr 
the only queen mentioned by the Sumen : 
-ontrary to Enmebar xt add fin 
less, since the sources do not allude t of Enme he king of Ki 
while queens of such stature are ¢ " " a 
nce Gilgamesh and the ¢ literar h rf 
given in this passage ther corrob 

There is one last question: Who pronounced the nomin ormuta, Gilgamesh, 
Akka, or the narrator? The last possi an be ru since the formul 
phrased in direct speech (second person s to the speec 
‘cannot be distinguished from its immediat and interpre n intery 
lation, For both other solution i uld be found i x 

Jacobsen, who was the first to attrib 10 Gilgam ined that th 
tale focuses on Gilgamesh’ dil the . If a cap: 
independent king, or to fulfil his moral obl wards Akka. Jacobsen thus 
‘emains loyal to the formal structure (n ¢ of speakers) of 
and by introducing a typically heroic dilemm: es the classification 
position as an epic tale. How dering the thematic relations b 
components of the narrative as a whole and Gilgames! J image as they 












during the Early I 
The conti 
Akka seemed t 
institutions, the c 


Gilgamesh, Akk 








fa historiograp 
The | 
hat not all the Si 


of Uruk’s first dyn 
it merely report 


the Sumerian Ki 






























ably dates to 
1985 B.C 





































































ni mes of the rulers who bull temple in Nippur and 

Jc a P pairs of father and son. The father 

nd the Tummal. In all manuscripts the first rulers 

Akka. As cond couple, the manu: 

Gi his son Urlugal, another Mesannepada and 

his son Meskiagnunna, k Ur, while Gilgamesh and his son appear as the third 
Two fragment bear dedicatior of Mebarage 
king of Kish, As M be identified with F i, this evidenc 
‘oves that E al fi ragments wat 

found in the fir O : and thus allowed 
En)mebaragesi end of Ds xd, somewhere 

the B.C rn P 

Khafaje lies in the Dj 1100 k (En)mebarage 

dedica is inter Je the capital, and hints at 

he wider political aspi k ing. I h interest that the two 
historiographi J earl to Enmebaragesi's polit 
i How hese a whole may be 

th the S K ? ription indicate that Enmebara 

e According to the biographical 
: Sumerian King L da itary campaign agains 

Elam. w M J at Khafaje the possibility that 

paign can ed. It should be stressed that only 

Th agesi w ding the first temple for 
Enlil in N Th Ct io nuch because of th 
distance between Kish and Nip, yecause of the implied political sig 
realizatic Jue to divi Each k legitimation to rule 
nd kin to be chosen by th heir local pantheon. Nippui 
however, w Sumer ¢ residence of Enlil, the hi 
vine a ik on by 0d, which authorized one to rule 
th nition by Enlil | i a ruler to reign over Sumer 
r Bi E sh ifies En 

P at, in historical memos nized as the first 

al I % I source. It must be dated to the 





early Old Babylonian pe nd there y its da 
historical validity. As f 
historiographical sources (Tium congrue 


ince from Khat 


he is a king 
historical e 

Since Enm 
gamesh and Akk 















Enmebaragesi : n,n 
Gilgamesh (and Mesann r 





Jefeated by Mesannepad Ak was sti 
feated Meskiagnunna (Mesa F ) "| 
ged in buil emple w U 
son.” Kramer k Ur in which Ai 
Jaimes to be Mesa ‘i s 





nentioning Mi 

presumably the grand 
Jacobsen c 

Akka are contemporar 





with Urnanshe of L i E 
in Lagash at the end of Aannepada’ n in Ur, a 

1 Meskiagnunna. Hi 

ind of Mesa 
gamesh and U re nee 
i and Urnanshe, Me r 

galshaengu 












Mesalim/Lu: 
































Hallo’s assi she reigned in the f the Fara tablet 








hangs Eidcand - remains a gap of three generation betwe 
Enmebarag manshe. In the Fara tablets Gilgan Ir god, whic 
i ween Kish and Uruk, The 
first, Gilgam ng Akka as Gilgamesh’ of 
































T war contained in Shulgi Hymn O, 
which f ¢ f Kish." According to this tradition 
P was E Ak er. The vary atity of Gilgamesh 
rsa " raises the n whether Gilgamesh 
me war. In th 7 rly Dynastic period a long interci 
wa te able. The hest example is the 
rolonged war betw know the inscriptions of five 
nainty by Gi . in both. In view 
a G a would expect that fighting both father and 
c f i udes to some sort of military 
atio ines 10. amesh expresse 
an hard Ps Gi P ton Akka previously, This 
nclusion that he won a previous war against Kish 
h ’ s that b h In that case the 
qu " pint of the identity of Gilgamesh’ op- 
h ferent traditions originated 
n dif arts of Si a is of time. Therefore the origin of 
i xts themselves and in the personalities of the 
prota : si key figure here; si present he is the only 
one known both fi c istoriographical sources, his image can 
The brief poetical descrip h over Kish and its king Enmebar 











Thi 
property of his im 
probably thi c 
Akk ad of 
uthor of the hy 
phical sour a 
and from his place a 
Both sources ar 
handed down 
purces, but only as h 








mebaragesi. Apparer 
him responsible for 
tail, has 





Akka’s, the hymn 
riants of 




















































































acologic ce fr fer Mesopotamia reveals that during the Early 
Dynastic II Jevelopi ies wer Jed by massive fortification: 
Their wide spread fact th n then of ications became a constant 
ind characteristic feature of urban architec nply that the cities were in perma 
nent di fene . written evidence on this point originate 
i " ximately three tions later than Enmebaragesi 
Umanshe, the found: te dyn ‘ ine of his inscriptions thal 
he defeated Ur and Umi gash and Umma were neighbouring cities, and 
mil between them was t of ade fount from the d 
of Eannatum, Urnanshe’s grandson. Ean in ons contain an hist 
ical tr which Mesalim had acted at one time as arbitrator in 
Jispute. Mesalim is know’ wn inscrip king who exercised 
hegemony in Su P Cu ration before Urnanshe and one 
ation after Akka. T ul oncerning war and peace in the 

H need of contemporary confirmation, but fits the 

fi in ;chacological sources, that intercity hostilities did ¢ 
The written evid city polit i ary with the protagoni 
of Gilgam Akk direct, and consi Jedication inscription of 
Enmebaragesi found at KI Di jon. As was pointed out above, all 
ources mentioning (En)m esi emphasize his political as well as his military 
power. The way to find out what form his political activity in the Diyal 
region took, and whether with opposition. At the same time there 
» means to evalua toricit ign against Elam mentione¢ 

n the Sumerian King List. T his activity in Khafaje, however, establish 
he fact that a king’s interests were not limited pouring cities alone, as in 
th agash and Um it could expand to distant cities as well. Thus the 


s for intercity pol uring the Early Dynastic II-III periods hav 
i, Aka 01 








, Jence from Kish shows that in Early Dynastic II, that i 

Enmebar d Akka, the city was flourishing. To that period 
ts attrib Ai, which is considered the most ancient palace in 
ia. In Early Dynastic I1I the palace was deserted and the city declined 
sumably rest manifestation of the importance of Kish is the 





Kish’. This title was widely used by kings of cities other than 






soon after its decline. Among re the title are Mesannepada 


Ur, Eannatum of Lagash, S 


and his successors Rimush and Manishtushu. ‘King of Kish’ was a most prestigious 








nder of the Akkadian empire 



































title and is the origin of the Akkadian title ‘shar kis a 
expressed a claim to rule the whole of Si ly w fe had no political 
basis unless ruling Kish was indeed considere g achieveme 
The historiographical and literary source historical memor 
of the Sumerians Enn esi was he Kishite pq 
tical power, The contempo me 
jon, and indicates th Ki . 
influence ex fi Kish’s y Dynastic II 
ties constitutes thi U 
Kish relations of ¢ Akka we 
joking Gilgam h F c A iege te 
lot, Akka’s d " i ( 
ing, something applicable i i w of it 
literally, irrigation work 
pended upon artificial irrigat 
jortation. A vivid exam t 5 
Vultures, erected by Eannatui rr he | 
onilict between his city ai b : oived around 
he control of Guedina, a tl n 
describing the tory, Ear a sath 
I shall not shift it anal 
Since the con on an tal im. 
portance, the object of Akka’s ty of existence in 
southern Mesopotamia. Akka’s wis! P rk Urukeans imp 
ated cities, There is, howe jemporary textual 
cither type. Later texts from pre-Sargonic L texts from the 





















































Entemen: 
cruitment, Whether 











the Ur III period. ‘The 
he subject of one of then 
nmerkar's demand that the 
k for Uruk 
n tablished, thi 
in the Ur Il period, 

tion works, is inherent 

method, the imposition of 
4 millennium later than the 


Kish and Uruk recorded 











peaking, the Sumerian pc 
tic in the North, the hostile 





























be discove pind S: >mpar 
he title it F the 
ities leading Sargon’s he w E A 
himself claim a S 
Sumerian South, ani t ined 
re rented by an ethnic 
P . Si lt 

tity is language, it is i vat ‘ k 
different lang 1 r 
he adduced for the com) i 

and that for peop! 

Falkenstein thought r between ( Akk 

ruggle between the Sumerian S Akkadian Ki s 
inferiority, someth h mat Al 
dians, according to Falken: Si 

‘temple-city’, and prefer a rship ring the 





Old Babylonian period this 




















































































ty’ regime disappeare Falkenstein admitted, the prin. 
c Akkad omic sys Dynastic times are difficult to 
ad its relati¢ Su stem remains unclear 
70 ER. Ki his view on the matter.” Kraus analyzed the 
Sumer A s defining the people, the city, the state and the lan 
age of Ak , ing Sumer and Sumerian, By evaluating 
inology Krai jews held by the inhabitants of Mesopotamia 
h filiation. He concluded that, whereas we can rece 
nize th of a Sum id an Akkadian people, we have no means to 
delincate the role of ies in the history of the Dynastic 
Cl. Wileke, in a ear later, argued against Kraus’ conclu: 
sions, L " d that signs for a conflict between 
Akkadia Sumeri he Akkad period. Wilcke even tried t 
onstrate th 0 ntities in the Ur III period, The nature 
of th ict betw we clarified by his research 
Cox jew, wide t the Sumerians did not preceed the 
Semi n jew is supported by a linguistic analysis of Sun 
rian si act ms that alread ly Dynastic 111 
rh of Mi mia was bilingual, Sumeriai Akkadians mutu- 
yi ° his m if ntradicts the alledged ethnic 
Any attemp n tory of this ‘conflict’ by means of Gilgamesh 
and Akka " ful. Gilgam literary compo 
tion, a icity ¢ ful; furthermore, as was argued above 
and originating in II period. In any case one must admit t ethnic 
Jiffer im ly, although earlier rulers of Kish 
bore Semitic nam Enmebaragesi and Akka, rulers of the same 
rn yn nan Akka's demand hints at political or 
conor i war. If a C01 ween Sumerians and Semites were 
Sen een reflected in Gilgamesh and Akka 
The poem was probably co under the Ur III dynasty whose kings consid 
ered themselves the s s of the first dynasty of Uruk; and although at that 
ime Sumerian aise ts peak, it shows no trace of ethnic rivalry, 
We are left with sca dence. It is true that the Semitic population of north: 
ern Babylonia in Early Dy I-II1 was denser than that of the South, and it may 
be d Kishite dynasty w rulers have Semitic names was 








nd the South; notwithstanding Gelb’s pertinent remark 
































purces including Gilgamesh and Akk . tila 
ethnic conflicts as a major motive in Mesopotar 

In view of the evidence for a Ki mony in Jones end the 
lack of such for any rac w sume that the backgroun: 
of the Uruk-Kish conflict in G was ecot political 
The importance attached by sch explained 
he relatively detailed deseri g in Uruk ib 
ture and nature of governmental i the tal 
seemed to fill a lacuna. S bed in Gilgamesh an 
Akka were generall ted o : a en 

The declaration of wai 1 Kish was the fi erie tical deci 
jons, From the moment Akk erspr Gilgamesh 
ntil he ppointed lugal, Uruk w . 
to Akka’s demand, Three polit q . 
he ukkin (assembly), the en, and the lugal, W fh 

fulfilled by Gilgamesh himself, the assemb poem irae it 
partite body consisting o! of 
able-bodied men. Conse ne political P t han 
Akka is quite different from t with re 
» the structure of th nh th 

What are thi ion assemt h he polit 
al systen <ribed in Gilgam 4 y of Early 
Dynastic Sumer, and ¢ aracterize its p . A their 
development? These qui dd 

The assembly 
The earliest texts containing useful informat f 
‘Sumerian city-state are those from Fara and Abu-Salabikh, dating to the beg 
of Early Dynastic III (c. 2500 B.C.). By th yw y professionally a 
socially stratified and led bya king. An ppe he texts, but 
sition and function are not specified. More detail es dealing with 
the activities of the assembly date to the Old B: : d. According to t 






























Most of the elements char working 4 . 
Gilgamesh and Akka-as well: Gi A b 1 
4 political crisis; he was not authorized "| 
declare war; he then went tc = 
When the decision te “ . th the app te 

















Jeviates on d pint. A WO as 
mblies in L g Jc 
of the elders turned d r fe gur 
nsented and nominat 
Jacobsen maintai  ¢ hich the 
of ion.” Hi owt 
n within th s. Ac 
tended to claim elect : T i 
tion greatly diminished the f a Basi 
jew on the c He took 
the assembly of the . asf 
A vital political 
Diakonoff distingui ow 
bility, and one rus r r Sh anit 
with the ruler in matter . a 
building programs. Diakonoff fe 
ever, kingshij fi r ning t 
function of the assembly f 
Akka and Gil r 
Kramer is of the opinic the Early Dynastic ass polit 
body in which all per Hous 


























































































and Ak 
s he Sumeri ty (first published in 1954) 

a sem! or directive powers, but only a 
advisory role, as e Gilgames for the elders’ decision. In a 
contribution to ¢ Sh ani Falkenstein suggested that the 
uru3” assembly was 1 n allel to that of the elders, and that the 
avernmental system was n eral. He argued that the constitution described 
Gilgamesh hat the men of th Id act against the ‘Senat 
a very unlikely ction. Falk to suggest that the gurus? assem 
bly isa literary creai roduc ate Gilgamesh’ determination, and he 
1 tion by ng out a volving the Old Testament 
Chror be noted, however, that 
hronological lc nn the two stories and that 

Indeed, as c sh and Akka is amb 

0 the work Surely Gilgamesh was determined to fight Ki 
f the assemblies did hav c ty, then how could Gilgamesh ignore 
the elders’ d Falk Sh Jout ‘orical validity of the 
narrative by pointin, wucture and f 
Since both a w ted outside the literary texts, the 
range and nature of of historical reality. By 
arrative, the final lit : scribed events. The materials of th 
ny a w material h xisting tradition reworked 
th rion, its materials represent y literary level. 
nh he elements based on this reality 
ea f the elders coexisted with the assembly of 
the gurus and had the same authority. If, however, the authority urug 
qualled that of the id even exceede tters of war, Gilgamesh 
should n n Jers first only to ignore their decision, but hav 
1¢ directh gurus. The seq ps taken by mesh, as pre 









































the story material, of the ex 
only element in this term whi 
Since elders, gurus and 


































































ei rent assemblies and turned reality into 
fi i ssume that, while the elders and the assembly were 
siti over st urus were but the members of work 
ngs . cis matters had no legal status, In 
order to represe ion a narrator had to join the term 
uru . 2 n embly of the gurus’. As 
a h r ¢ transformed into a parallel lit 
m, ‘a with it. Both members of the 
llelism ther 2 : nL in the story material, 
When si i ‘ e ry elaboration, two possible 
th q ized political b it part of th 
Uruk general assembl _ ioc basis, For this reason they sre 
F501 A: the a vided 
femaind Inth Ch ould have he authorit 
ng Ki P trary to the expli 
The arrai for r 
Since Gilgamesh f Kulaba, had placed his trust in Inanna, he did 












































anation fo r e le narrator therefore 
pposes hi Jers to h : implying that 
will have the i ti I to dismiss 
ders’ decisic w binding, which w 4 alread 
y the fact th 4 

This analysis shows a distinction between two of mal n repr 
ing a different realit of presented by th 
act of the gurué, reflects ai 0 

The material of the resents a le fer redaction 

tradition connecting Gi " patior 5 Kin 
List his father was a lil r ply that 

the son of his predecessor Di e r 
but that Gilgamesh himself w A U 

This view, shared by the Sumerian King L 

ally opposed to the or iknow C ther 
ndowes him with a no! cent, f h but 
Iso on that of his father. This view or U w . 
dered the members of the Uruk I d r c st pe. 
trons and predecessors. Apparen f 
the earlier tale antedates the Ur III period. 

At the moment we cannot recon Ch : t 
the eldersare a ly paral h aty prod 
pertaining to the later redaction. C nu a al 
the public political body to which G W Ch ly ( 
essarily of elders). In the literary f hat 
there is no basis for the assumption o meral pol ein Uruk, a 
that therefore the narrative cannot serve as a source fc E 
Dynastic governmental institut 





his soldiers or by Akka, he 





one and the same compositi 





en of Kulaba is Gilgame: 


diers and by Akka 





After the battle, whe 
Uruk, the entry ec 











the closing formula, lines 1 
historicity o' 








uuler in all indepen 
en id Uruk, where it w 

The en is first of all th 
pate in the sacred marriage 























litical power. The case ¢ 








his inclusion in the pant 
id addressed in pray 
Uni 


nally was appointed for mi 






































Who chased the Gutians out of Si ted L xpressed this notion i 
only that Utuhegal kn c hat hi 
fhieverent w i U q 

While the liberation of t U ste inc 
mony over Sumer appeai k 
List; there is no trace of it in ¢ Aka. O1 
Utuhegal’s vito p 

The notion that Gi 
Gi Akka and int K i 
which Gilgamesh w ul hat wa S 
King List as b fort Th 
lation between the f ic his part of) 
the Sumerian Kin f the Sw 1 
the Isin period, as th u have voice 
perception of Gilgamesh’ de 

In view of the al may be su ated at som 
point in time prior to Utuh « Shu 
Hymn ©, which names Enmet c . 
Akka, st tthe ear u a P 
hymn. The Ur I1l dynasty ¢ k* and {itself as the succes: 
or of the first d of Uruk. T 

ome time after Utubega early U ¢ he kings of 
first dynasty of Uruk and c sh w tories abou 
them were composed and com hi . J adapted 





to the image of Gilga 
the appointment of Gil 
the events. The poem m 
the Old Babylonian period. 


It is this version of the tale that legalizes 
gal and justifies his position at the centre of 
one a further literary elaboration during 


To this period we attribute the versions represented by 





THE TEXT 


1 THE MANUSCRIPTS 
The text is reconstructed from sixteen tablets and fragments. Following Romer's 
edition of the text these are labeled with the letters A-O. The fragment N 1250, 


here labeled P, was known to Ro 











A BIRL19 (1935) 369-372, lines: 2-49; 82-96; 111 
B HS 1485 TMH NF 
C CBS 10355 Kramer 1949 fig.1, lines: 1-24; 8 
D HS 1515 TMH NF 4 no, lines: 1-12, 
E Ni 2302 AASOR 23 (SLTNi) 3, lines: 1 
F  Ni9743 Kramer 1949 fig. = ISET 253, lines: 1-12; 73-82. 
G Ni 4396 Kramer 19 ISET 2 20, lines: 1-8; 
H_ Ni4351 Kramer 1949 fig.4 = ISET 2 
1 CBS 4564 PBS X/2, no.5, lines: 16-6 





















J Ni 4448 Kramer 1949 fig2 = ISET 21-4 

K M2334 SRT 00.38, lines: 58-66 

L CBS.6140 SEM no.29, lines: 61-114. 

M_ Ni 4402 Kramer 1949 fig.6 = ISET 253, lines: 61-66; 113-114. 
N 4236 Rémer 1980, pl. ix, lines: 8-24, 34-4 

© CBS 15164 Rémer 1980, pl. x-xi, lines 76-107 





P _ N'1250 published in transliteration only, see, J.S. Cooper 1981 


Vanstiphout 1989, lines: 49 








Possible joins between these fi 
I by Vanstiphout2 The m 
fragments kept in different museums (Istanbu 











Philadelphia), and exist only 








on paper (G-+N+J, D+F). The other ‘joins’ are likely, but lack physical proof be 
cause the fragments do not touch (C(+)K(+)P; M(+)O; D+F(+)1). The ‘joined 
fragments form nine manuscripts labeled with the letters 





n= A 1 3 §2-96,.. 111-114 
b= C(+)K(+)P 1-24... 49-66... 88-114 
c= B 1-61 
A aie np 
e= G+N+J 
D+F(+)1 12... 16-66... 68-82 
Romer's edition co nes. The di 




























except for a of 
tablet edition: 















composition, 











belong a ntaining the and accordingly la: 
the c ry MS nisiders a duplicate of the edition 
represent hi he fact, however, that c-h and d. 
PP it aly that the lets belong to the same type 
The ons he texts are mostly of an orthographic or grammati: 
ween th the written Old Babylonian tradition of the text 
Since, how os me manuscripts, and in ab 
nce i ing separate traditions cannot 
always be id wit ty. Neverthe ows a fruitful analysis 
formula expre , ken tow war against Kish. 
This for he text four ti 8, 14, 23, 24), and is present 
in most of th two antithetical sentences, the one af 























two main b hi represented by a and b and the other by ¢, d, e, and f 
Therefore we may assum xist 1 earlier source which we mark 

All manuscrip pt b show tw s of repetition: horizontal and vertical 
Sour is line 8 r F meanings should be diametri 





ed (vert tion). In d line 8 both verbs have the same negative 











divergences: 


























k 

Firstly, important i a 

nominal complex: the terminat 

by ¢, d, and e representing th 

difference is found in the form of the fi Ww both d ai 

of the hamu-stem, d has the first person, w 

oie mgt a 

person plural as in d. There T 

plural is shared by d, a and nthe I i 
ume that the sh: srrect number-form r r 

the other hand, some variant by manuscrip 

line 17: f=b) probably preserve the tradition of the earlier sou 
nce the horizontal repetition and the ver 1 . 

that d and f pertain tc a hd and 
Source 8 probably used the term nd the fi . 

ind, a and b, and also the hamtu-stem as well as the horizontal 

ppears in all manuscripts except a and b. Since lines 14, 2 re 

in, itis impossible to tell whether the vertical repetitio ti 

well, It is worth noting, however, t tical repeti 





































Interesting variants appear in in which t 
manuscript 
stem, The fi 





formula is attested four times, This 
-ording to the verbal forms with the hamiu 
tive and the second negative, Since 
ms that lines 8, 23, 29 are wrong, and that we have 














a vertical repetition. Yet if this is a vertical repetition, its origin should be in line 





14 and not in the erroneous line 8, since it is inconceivable that line 8 was copied 





from line 14. Comparing line 8 in with line 8 in d one can easily observe that 


the second sentence in both is the same: tukul nam-ba-an-sig-ge-en 





des-en ‘Let us not smite it» 
since in th 


h weapons’, In both manuscripts this version in the 





to fight Kish 





ine Gilgamesh is actually exhorting the audience 





nd to smite it with weapons. This line indicates that d and c had a 





ing to this branch, one observes that the only difference between c and the others 











st sentence of the formula in all manuscripts belong, 


is that c omits the negative preformative nam thro 











Considering the omission of 






ve nam- in the wrong place and the 











repetition indeed appeare source of c, but that nam - was omitted delib- 
rately by the scribe since the 


make 





mula consisting of two negative sentences did not 





nse, The scribe, however, preserved the ve and therefore 








line 14 is accidentally corre 

According to this analysis c is later than d, and is based on a manuscript in 
which horizontal as well as vertical repetition occured. Another variant of ¢ which 
discussed above is found in line 23, In this line 


ns at the end of the first nominal complex, the 














jerminative -Ses (a ative -a (as in f): €2-ki8i®-Ses-a... This 
variant indicates that manuscript c was actually based upon two different manu- 
scripts, one sin oda similar to f, perhaps even these two, This 








d by more examples of variants common to ¢ and either d 





Manuscripts h and i contain the second half 


lines 86 and 90 and the order of lines 104-106 distinguish h and i f 











Akk 





manuscripts, and indicate that they b 
you have given me breath, Akk 
ing or the closin, 


he same branch, Since line 10 











ace of this line in h and i (10S) 
has been changed, and that the tradition of b is better. Lines 107-110 (the nom 
ination formula pronounced by Akka) are copied in h as they appeared in lines 
30-35 (pr h 
dle of line 110 and adds $u-m{u gie-ma-ab }, {repay me mly favour’. Although 
we have no means to 
more sense, The vers 


spelling 





served in ¢, ¢,f). Manuscript b, however, cuts 











1, the tradition attested in b makes 
dition of source 3. The 
(cf. note 5). On the 


other hand, the version of h in lines 79 and 80 (second person) differs from that of 





n attested in h may reflect the text t 





the name Birburture in h relates this manuscript 








£ (genitive), and in line 81 f has a wrong form of the vert 
i, Hence, either t 

or f stems from h. Since manuscript f seem 
‘unique use of the locative suffix -a 















upted than h (note also the 























Manuscript i has the spelling Birk h -a) as cand f, and may represent 
the secc of the edition of which first part (see note 3). That spell 
yecurs also in b and therefore may represent the spelling of the earlier source 

Manuscript ¢ has the nomination forr ih (in 
tines 108-110). In lin 3c hi rc ipl a,b; € 
doe ea es eee ee ariants in 
indicate that it cannot have been the source line 27 with 
ri-ti instead of dabs-dabs-), but manu cannot haw 
been the source of e, Since the suffix -Sey is co pts but f, and 
the use of the second person plural is coms 29), we 
may conclude that they all derive from a comm ¢ was probably 
hy, since, as pointed out above, there is ground to assume that h is earlier than f, If 
this conclusion is correct, h had the suffix lier sources w and 3, bul 
the second person plural contrary ti 

We observed above that manuscript c was based 5 similar | 
Since fis the only manuscript using the locative 29), manuscript 












beginning of lin 















































































tul-ni alam 
uly-burus-< tiktible 

ukkin-gar ab-bs aka 

ily-ga-m ‘ 

tuly-buruy-da e&p-lap tit 

b-gub-bu r 

Jumu-lugal-la da ri-e- 

erin-bi al-tur a-ga-bi-ta al-bir-re 


lu2-be>-ne igi nu-mu-un-da 











Akka, the son of Enmebaragesi 


rom Kish to Gilgamesh, to Uruk 





1 
2F 

3 Gilgamesh before the elders of 
4 Laid the matter, se 
















































To finish the wells, to finish all the wells of th 
6 ‘To finish all the shallow wells of the lai 
To finish all the deep wells with hoisting rops 
8 Letus not submit to the house of Kish, 
Let us smite it with weapon: 
9 The convoked assembly of his city’s e 
10 Answered Gilgamesh 
11 “To finish the 0 finish a : 
12. To finish all the shallow we n 
13. To finish all the deep wells with hoisting rope 
14. Let us submit to the house of Kish 
Let us not smite it with 
5 Since Gilgamesh, the lord of Kulal 
had placed his trust in Inan 
17 He did not take to heart the words of h 
18 Gilgamesh b he able-bodied men of 
19 Laid the matter, seeking f 
20 “To finish the well i wells of t 
21 ‘To finish all the sh th 
22 ‘To finish all the deep wel 
3 Let us not submit to the he 
Let us smite it with weap 
4 The convoked assem his cit bod 
As they say; to stand up, and to 
26 ‘To protect the king’s sc 
27. And to hold back the donk 
28 Who has breath for th 
29 Let w ubmit to the house of Kis! 
Let us smite it with weap 
30 Uruk, the handiwork of the gos 
31 Eanna, the temple descended from 
32. Whose parts the grea cated, 
33. Its great wall standing on the ground (lik 
34 Its lofty abode established by A 
They are entrusted t ou are king and war 
36 One smashing heads, a prince bel A 





37 His coming would inspire such 
38 That its (of Kish) 
39 And its (of Kish) men be 
40 Then Gil 














amesh, the lord of Kulaba, 














his spirit brightened, 
42 He said to his servant Enk 
43 ‘Now, let the implements and ar ttle be made ready 
44 Let the battle mace return to y 
45. May they create great fear, terrifying splendout 
46 That when he comes my great terror overwhelms him, 
47 That his wits become confused and his judgement falters 
48 Not five days, not ten days had passed, 
49 When Akka, the son of Enmebaragesi, (and his army) laid si Uruk 
50. Uruk's wits were confused, 
51 And Gilgamesh, the lord of Kulab 
52 To its warriors said: 
53 ‘My warriors, you look alarmed, 
54 (but) let one stout of heart stand up (and to Akki 
5 Birhurture, his royal bodyguard, 
(6 praised his king (and said): 
T will go to Ak: 
58 That his wits become confused and his judgement 
59 And Birhurture went out through the cit 
60 As soon as Birhurture went out through the cit 
61 They captured him at the € f the gate 
62. And gave Birhurture a thorough beatin 
He was brought before Akk 
And to Akka he spoke 
65 But before he had finished speaking the cup-bearer of Uruk mounted the wall 
And peered out over the wall 
Alka saw him, 
68 And said to Birhurture 
69 ‘Slave, is that man your kin 
10 “That man is not my ki 
1 Were that man my kin 
2 Were that his dread Oy 
Were those his bisc 
4 Were that w d 
5 Were thos fin 
76 Would not mult e cast down, mu 
7 Would not multitude ared with dust 
8 And would not all foreign troc 
9. Would the mi not be filled w 
80 Would the pro 3s not be cut 
1 And would Akka, the King of Ki VK he midst of his 
82 They hit him, they strike b 





His heart rejoiced at 




























































































83 bir-hur-tuyy-re sukud-du-ni mu-ni-in-kum-kum-ne 
84 egir-zabar-dabs-unug™-ga-ke. *bi 
85. ab-ba-dig-diy-lay kul-abay"-a-key me-l 















































92 lu-Se lugal me 
95 Sar2-ra sahar-ra ba-an-|Sary-re-c3-am 
ut-kur-du-a-bi ba-an-da-Suy-an 
ka-ma-da-k a-an-si 

si-may-gury-ra-key ba-ni-in-k 
99 ak-kas lugal-kisi™-a-keg Sas-erin-na-ka-ni Saga-a ba-ni-in-ak 
9a | g'-ga-kes erin 
101 ak-kas-a guy mu-na-de 
102 ak-kas ugula-mu ak-kay nu-bany-da-mi 
102a ak-kas ensiz-mu ak-kay Sagina-r 
103 ak-kay Sagina-eri mu 
104 ak-kay zi n um ak-kay nam-ti mu-e-sun 
105 ak-kay hua-k © in-tum3-mu 
106 ak-kay muSen-kar-ra Se bi;-ib-si-si 
107 unug! gif-kin-ti-dingir-re-e-ne-k 
108 I muruy ki-us>-s 
109 ki-tu-mab an-nes gar 
110 [sag mu-e}-siy Su-m[u gig-ma-ab) 
ni Su-uy-bi-ta e i 
112 ak-kay ki8i"-4e, §u ba-ni-in-be 
113 “bily-ga-mes en-kul-aba,"!-a-ke 





84 
91 
93 
94 
98 
100 
101 
10 
1024 
103 
04 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
10 
ul 
12 
1B 


4 





And give Birhur 
After the cup: 
The terrifying splendour overwhelmed young 











Enkidu went out through the cit 





Gilgamesh peered out over the wall 
When he looked, Akka saw him (and said to Enk 


Slave, is that man your king 





That man is indeed my 





Just as he (Enkidu) said that 





Indeed multitudes were 1, multitudes w 





Multitudes were smeare 


And indeed all foreign troops were « 





The mouths of the land were filled wi 
The pr 
And Akka, the king 
[_ Jof Uruk, its army 
Gilgamesh, the lord of Kulal 
id to Aka: 

Akku my lieutenant, Akka my capt 

Akka my governor, Akka my g 

Akka my army commander 

Akka, you have given me breath, Akk bh 
Akka, you have taken the refuj 








f the ships were cut 


Kish, was taken captive in 








Akka, you have nourished the fleeing bird with 
(Akkit:) ‘Uruk, the handiwork of 

Its great wall standing on the ground (|i 
Its lofty abode established 
They are entrusted to you, [Re 
(Gilgamesh:) ‘By Utu, I now r 
He set Akka free (to go) to Kish 
Gilgamesh, lord of Kulaba, 


























Ads afte 
toRi 
kisi Se, gf 
























an-ga He wukul nam-ba-an-sigs-ge-en-de 
a-an-gar-r en *tukul nam-ba-sigy-ge-e[n 
m-ba-an-gar-re-en-des-en | J nam-bi-an-sigy-ge-en 
Cooper 1981 and Michalowski 1982 (also in line 22) 
rving the end of the line (a, b, c) have -e 
n-kul-ab™-a-key, ‘the lord of Kulaba’; end: a: not 
ripts have iy-kin-kin 1); in Hine 19 b has is-kin-{kiJn 
allel lines, cf. also C 981); ¢: e2-kisiSey-a 
a and b in line 10; in 24 b is not pr 
c f structed here is iden 











0 fa omits hi 
sob, ¢; f ba-sub 
b: kul-ab!-a-k 

6, fre: ursag-e 
be [ }suh(text DU): 
sulj-us-ne (line oF 
riors look alarmed’ 
0 «by 
6d, fbir-hur-tuyo-t 


so d, f;¢ and g add lu 

[gla-na-guy-gu 

so f; di: dima-ma-n 
d: bir-bur-tu 

b, 6, d: bir-hur-t 

fand h omit -la-; fin 

dabs-bep-¢ 

fh (Michalowski 19) 

f [inim-m|a-ni 


h (Cooper 198 





hf: igi-alim-ma-k 
0h; fs -nackaen 
he f fa-ba-dub-bu 





oh: fs sahar-ra [x 
1981, Michalowski 1 
fh: la-ba-an-da 


hi ka-ma-dacn 

















Michal 



































for the verbal form at the end of the line see C 





























0 a; h, isa i,-in-si (Mich 82). 

0 a, b; hy i? omit igi-bar-r 

0 b; a:-a instead of twice mit 

: an-Kary-t a an-da-Sary-re-e8; i: ba-da-Sary-re-e8 
oa; h: kur-kur-d i Cooper 1981) ba-an-da-Sup; i: ba-da-an-su; 
both b and h a-ma-da-ka; i: broken 

be -gury-ra-k Jorba-ab-{ jh, i: ba-ni-in-kud. 
0b; hi: lugal-kisi™ 

line only in b; b and i om 

1h ib: [ak-ka fn ni-ib-bes, ‘Approached Aka 

line only in b; b and i omit 

bh, i= 105; hand ma-an-sum instead of mu-e-sum. 

h, i = 106; b: tumy-tum3-[x] (Cooper 1981); h: bis-in-tums-mu; i: {_ tJum: 
10 b; h: bads-gal bady an-nes-ki-usy-sa; b 108-110 is restored after 33-3: 
beginning of line restored after 35 and b; h nu-siy 2a-¢ lugal-ur-sag-bi 
followed by sag-lum-lum nun an-ne-ki-ags (line 111 in Romer's edition; rep. 





étition of 35-36), 
soa, b;h inverts 111 and 1 


> a, by; fh: kigi™-a Su ba-ni-in-bs 





4 COMMENTARY 


For other recent translations see Rn (German), Cooper 1981, 235ff 





and Jacobsen 1987, 346ff. (both E 





tions from classical Su 





an grammai n the use of the genitive), whi 















makes it sometimes ambiguous. Variants that are not just orthographical (18, 3 
57, 79, 80, 101) are translated above under “Variants”, while those that have 
bearing on the history of the composition are discussed in the General Introduc 
tion. In view of the very full commentary of Romer 1980, 41ff. our remarks here 
are kept toa minimum 
The assonance with til decides in favour of a reading tulz rather than pu, 
15 Infinitive construction, with -e at the end of 16 standing for -n minal 





26 da-ri = hatanu, to protect, ef, W.W. Hallo, HSS 37 (1990) 2 








hag:-dabs, to detain, restrain, cf. P. Michalowski, JC 16, B, Alste 
Studies in Sumerian Proverbs (1975) 92:28. 

16 The meaninj ag-lum-lum is not clear. The translation is based on the 
assumption that this expression describes Gilgamesh as a warrior, the quality for 









To place rin the passage of a gat 
AOAT 25, 144, 13, 
8 For the reading dili, alone 





{. Edzard-Wileke 





Vanstiphout 1987, 140. 
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